
 

1B 

1A 

1A The EPA’s objection to the Enstar Route is noted. A Draft 
Section 404 (b)(1) Evaluation prepared by the USACE is 
provided in Appendix B of the FEIS, which identifies the 
Tesoro Route alternative as the least damaging practicable 
alternative for aquatic resources. See response to 1F (below) 
for more information on the agency-preferred alternatives. 



 

1B 

1C 

1D 

1E 

1B As a point of clarification, significant and irreversible impacts were 
not identified for vegetation, wetlands, or large mammals along the 
Tesoro Route, as shown on Table 2-11A (pg. 2-67) of the DEIS. The 
DEIS identified significant impacts to visual resources, and the 
potential for significant impacts to birds along the Tesoro Alternative. 
The mitigation measures identified in the Mitigation Plan, Volume II 
of the FEIS would substantially reduce the potential for bird collision. 
Visual impacts to planned development in the Moose Point, Grey 
Cliffs and Point Possession Subdivisions will be variable as result of 
locating the Tesoro alternative in the Kenai Peninsula Borough’s 
planned Transportation Utility Corridor, and the use of selective 
mitigation to reduce visual contrast. 

1C Refer to response 1G (below). 

1D See comment 1F (below) for more information on the agency-preferred 
alternatives. 

1E See response to 1H (below) regarding costs. Responses are also 
provided to the attached EPA comments. 



 

1F 

1G 

1G The lead and cooperating agencies, along with the Applicant, have 
held discussions and convened meetings (March 26 and 27, 2002) 
among interested federal, state, and local agencies to address 
mitigation needs and assist in the development of a Mitigation Plan 
for the Project. The types, locations and effectiveness of the 
measures are presented in the Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the 
FEIS. 

1F Route preferences and recommendations are noted. A description of 
the agency preferred alternative(s) is provided in the Summary of 
the FEIS. The RUS and USFWS have selected the Tesoro Route as 
their preferred alternative. With regard to route options between 
Point Possession and the Point Woronzof Substation, the agency 
preferences vary between the lead and cooperating agencies. RUS 
has identified route Options D and N. The USFWS has identified 
Option C as their preferred alternative. The Applicant’s ANILCA 
application for the Enstar Route is under review by USFWS. A 
Compatibility Determination has been prepared by USFWS and is 
included in Appendix A of the FEIS. The USACE has indicated that 
the Tesoro Route is a less damaging practicable alternative than the 
proposed Enstar Route (including Options B, C or D and N). A Draft 
Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been prepared and is included in 
Appendix B of the FEIS. Refer to FEIS Summary Section S.10 – 
Agency Preferences and Decision to be Made (pg. S-26) for more 
information. 



 

1G 

1H 
1H For additional economic information and analysis including a refined 

breakdown related to mitigation strategies and the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the Project alternatives see Chapter 2, Project Benefits 
and Costs (Section 2.2.1, pgs. 2-1 to 2-4) Cost and Technical Comparison 
Discussion of Route Options (Section 2.2.2, pgs. 2-4 to 2-11), and the 
Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the FEIS. 



 

1H 

1I 

1I Comment noted. A discussion of underground construction has 
been included in Section 2.2.3 (pgs. 2-11 to 2-14) of the FEIS. 

1J 

1J This statement is incorrect. A BESS would not eliminate the 
need to construct a new transmission line. Refer to Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.4 (pgs. 2-14 to -17) of the FEIS for more 
information. 



 

1L 

1M 

1O 

1N 

1K 

1J 

1K If snow conditions are insufficient to create a winter cover over the 
frozen ground to reduce impacts to wetland vegetation, snow and/or 
ice would be obtained off site and transported to the Project site. In 
the case of a warm winter where frozen conditions are insufficient to 
mitigate impacts to aquatic resources, construction would be 
postponed until appropriate conditions exist. 

1L Winter concentrations of waterfowl using Cook Inlet are likely sea 
ducks, which would not be expected to use fresh water resources at that 
time of the year. However, wintering waterfowl (primarily goldeneyes, 
mergansers, and mallards) have been observed in ice-free portions of 
the Kenai River, and in Cook Inlet near the mouth of the Kenai River. 
Presumably these birds move between Cook Inlet and the river, 
although they would not be expected to routinely cross the Tesoro 
alternative transmission line, which begins at the Bernice Substation, 
which is approximately 11 miles north of the mouth of the Kenai River 
in the Nikiski area. Refer also to Chapter 2, Section 2.2.8 (pgs. 2-32 to 
2-34) of the FEIS. 

1M There is no written protocol for conducting preconstruction den 
surveys or avoiding bear dens. Den surveys on the KNWR are 
conducted using an airplane with spotters flying at 700-800 feet. 
Measures to avoid bear dens would be based on characteristics of the 
site, but may include avoidance of an active den area during the 
denning season. 

1N The only migration corridor currently identified along either route 
is associated with the waterfowl concentration area at Chickaloon 
Bay. Once staging has maximized, birds leave the bay, flying south 
along the Mystery Mountains toward Seward. This particular 
migration route would make these birds more susceptible to 
transmission line strikes, hence the recommendation for lower poles 
at this location on Links E9 and E10 (70’ in height) so that the top 
of the pole and wires would be at and below tree height. See also 
Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the FEIS and FEIS Section 2.2.8 
(pgs. 2-32 to 2-34). 

1O The only migration corridor currently identified along either route is 
associated with the waterfowl concentration area at Chickaloon Bay. 
Although it is known that land mammals (moose, bears, wolverine, 
etc.) migrate east and west (between lowlands and the Mystery 
Mountains), no specific migration routes have been identified at this 
time.  For additional information regarding potential collision hazard 
areas and mitigation measures including seasonal construction, refer 
to the Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the FEIS and FEIS Section 
2.2.8 (pgs. 2-32 to 2-34). 



 

2B 

2B Refer to comment response 1A – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2A 

2A Refer to comment response 1A – EPA letter (12/05/01). 



 

2C 

2D 

2E 

2F 

2G 

2H 

2C Refer to comment response 1G – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2D Refer to comment response 1O – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2E Refer to comment response 1N – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2F Refer to comment response 1K – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2G Refer to comment response 1L – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

2H Refer to comment response 1M – EPA letter (12/05/01). 



 

2I 

2I Refer to comment responses 1A, 1G, 1F – EPA letter (12/05/01). 



 

3A 
3A Comment noted. 



mmilitello
Federal Aviation Administration



 



5A Route preference is noted. Refer to responses to comment 
1F – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

5B Anadromous fish streams are protected under state law. 
Impacts will be avoided by spanning or drilling under the 
streams. See DEIS Section 3.5.5, Freshwater Environment, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, 
Anadromous Fish (pg. 3-100). See also DEIS Table 3-2, 
Impacts and Mitigation Common to Most Alternative 
routes (pg. 3-15), and the Mitigation Plan, Volume II, 
FEIS, which includes specific locations of the anadromous 
streams crossed by the Project alternatives. 

5C Impacts to beluga whales in context with transmission line 
alternatives are discussed on pgs. 3-115 through 3-117 of 
the DEIS. For an update on Beluga whales refer to Chapter 
2, Section 2.2.5 (pgs. 2-17 to 2-18) of the FEIS. 

5A 

5B 

5C 



 

6A 
6A No lands administered by the BLM would be crossed by 

either the Enstar or Tesoro alternatives. 



 

7A 
7A Recommended activity is permitting-related and is not directly 

related to the NEPA process. 



 

7B 7B Comment noted. 



 

7C 

7D 

7C See FEIS Section 2.2.8 (pgs. 2-32 to 2-34) and Mitigation Plan 
in FEIS Volume 2. 

7D RUS’s preferred alternative is provided in FEIS Summary 
Section S.10 – Agency Preferences and Decisions to be Made 
(pg. S-26). 

7B 



 

7F 

7E 
7E Comment noted. 

7F A Draft Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation prepared by the USACE is 
included in Appendix B of the FEIS, which identifies the Tesoro 
Route alternative as the least damaging practicable alternative 
for aquatic resources. 



 

7.1B 

7.1C 

7.1A 

7.1A Refer to comment response 1A – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

7.1B Refer to comment responses 1F and 1G – EPA letter (12/05/01). 

7.1C Comment noted. 
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